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/ŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ
I n  the  fall  of  2014,  the  Heising-Simons  and  McKnight  FoundaƟons  
provided  support  for  a  NaƟonal  Research  
Summit  on  the  Early  Care  and  EducaƟon  of  
Dual  Language  Learners  in  Washington,  DC.  
The  goal  of  the  two  day  summit  (October  14-
15,  2014)  was  to  engage  and  extend  the  
established  knowledge  base  accrued  by  the  
Center  for  Early  Care  and  EducaƟonal  
Research  Dual  Language  Learners  (CECER-DLL),  
while  simultaneously  informing  the  future  
potenƟal  eﬀorts  by  the  Heising-Simons  and  
McKnight  FoundaƟons  speciﬁc  to  the  early  
care  and  educaƟon  of  dual  language  learners.   
Day  two  of  the  Summit  focused  on  new  
direcƟons  in  research,  policy  and  pracƟce  
related  to  DLLs  in  ECE  seƫngs.  This  day  
included  a  smaller  number  of  aƩendees,  20  
people,  and  centered  on  the  presentaƟon  of  
ﬁve  commissioned  papers.  AƩendees  were  
asked  to  read  each  paper  prior  to  the  Summit  
and  come  prepared  to  discuss  them.  Each  
author  of  a  commissioned  paper  was  asked  to  
prepare  a  15-minute  presentaƟon  of  his  or  her  
paper  and  facilitate  a  discussion.  Paper  topics  
included: 
i Topic  1–  Research  Based  Models  and
ĞƐƚWƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐĨŽƌ>>ƐĂĐƌŽƐƐ
WƌĞ<ͲϯƌĚŐƌĂĚĞ͘
i Topic  2—Perspectives  on  Assessment  of
>>ƐĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚΘ>ĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ͕WƌĞŬͲϯ͘
i Topic  3—Human  ResourceDevelopment
ĂŶĚ^ƵƉƉŽƌƚĨŽƌdŚŽƐĞ^ĞƌǀŝŶŐ>>Ɛ͘
i Topic  4—The  Critical  Role  of  Leaderships
ŝŶWƌŽŐƌĂŵƐĞƐŝŐŶĞĚĨŽƌ>>Ɛ͕WƌĞ<Ͷϯ͘
i Topic  5—Policy  Advances  &  Levers
ZĞůĂƚĞĚƚŽ>>ƐŝŶWƌĞ<ͲϯƌĚŐƌĂĚĞ
;ĂĐŚĐŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶĞĚƉĂƉĞƌŝƐĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞĂƚ
ŚƚƚƉƐ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ŵĐŬŶŝŐŚƚ͘ŽƌŐͬƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞͲ
ůŝďƌĂƌǇͿ͘
The  following  aƩempts  to  provide  a  short  
summary  and  synthesis  of  the  topics  
covered  in  these  papers  and  the  discussion  
generated  at  the  Summit.    In  addiƟon,  a  set  
of  recommendaƟons  are  presented  for  each  
topic  with  regard  to  the  implicaƟons  drawn  
from  these  synthesis  and  of  parƟcular  
relevance  to  the  supporƟng  foundaƟons’  
future  investment  consideraƟons  related  to  
DLLs. 
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InstrucƟonal  Strategies  and  
Language  of  InstrucƟon  Approaches 
T he  increased  linguisƟc  diversity  of  the  United  
States  populaƟon  that  has  occurred  in  the  last  
two  decades  is  reﬂected  in  early  educaƟon  
classrooms  naƟonwide.  A  report  from  the  U.  S.  
Census  indicates  that  in  2011,  twenty  six  
percent  of  people  ages  ﬁve  and  older  spoke  a  
language  other  than  English,  and  among  them  
62%  spoke  Spanish.  The  next  most  spoken  
language  other  than  English  was  Chinese  
(4.8%).  Other  languages,  including  Arabic,  
Hebrew,  Indo-European,  Asian  and  Paciﬁc  
Island,  NaƟve  American  and  African  languages  
ranged  in  percentage  between  2.6  and  0.2  
percent.    Related  to  young  children,  over  a  
third  of  children  enrolled  in  Head  Start  
programs,  naƟonally,  are  dual  language  
learners,  and  84%  of  those  DLLs  are  LaƟnos;  
for  Early  Head  Start,  26%  of  children  enrolled  
are  DLLs  and  91%  of  those  DLLs  are  LaƟno  
children.    Even  though,  Spanish  is  by  far  the  
non-English  language  most  spoken  in  the  U.S.,  
there  are  many  communiƟes  characterized  by  
their  mulƟlingualism. 
An  understanding  of  the  developmental  
trajectories  of  dual  language  learners  is  
criƟcal  to  make  instrucƟonal  decisions  that  
will  address  the  educaƟonal  needs  of  
these  children.  Recent  reviews  of  the  
research  on  the  cogniƟve,  language,  
literacy  and  socio-emoƟonal  development  
of  dual  language  learners  from  birth  to  age  
ﬁve,  as  well  as  reviews  of  developmental  
research  with  school-aged  dual  language  
learners  have  concluded  that  the  
development  of  monolingual  and  bilingual  
children  diﬀers  in  many  ways  across  
domains  and  that  those  diﬀerences  are  
typical  characterisƟcs  and  not  a  sign  of  
disability.     
However,  the  posiƟve  eﬀects  of  high  
quality  educaƟon  on  children’s  early  
development  and  learning  have  been  well  
documented.  Research  focusing  on  dual  
language  learners  (DLLs)  has  shown  that  
high-quality  early  educaƟon  pracƟces  (as  
deﬁned  from  a  monolingual  perspecƟve)  
are  as  beneﬁcial  for  DLL  children  as  they  
are  for  their  monolingual  peers;  but  they  
are  not  suﬃcient  to  support  an  equal  level  
of  academic  success  among  DLLs;  
therefore,  instrucƟonal  enhancements  are  
necessary  to  support  DLLs’  development  and  
learning.     
InstrucƟonal  strategies  to  support  DLLs 
A  synthesis  of  research  related  to  instrucƟonal  
and  classroom  experiences  of  DLLs  indicates  
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that  the  following  domains  and  strategies  
need  to  be  taken  into  consideraƟon  to  
enhance  development  and  learning  
opportuniƟes:   
(1)  Conduct  ongoing  and  frequent  
assessments  to  monitor  DLLs’  development  in  
both  their  ﬁrst  and  second  language,  as  well  as  
monitoring  progress  in  all  other  
developmental  domains.    In  parƟcular,  close  
monitoring  of  DLLs  language  development  is  
important  to  inform  instrucƟonal  planning  so  
that  pracƟces  are  tailored  to  children’s  levels  
of  proﬁciency  and  are  targeƟng  speciﬁc  areas  
in  which  they  may  need  addiƟonal  support.    A  
major  challenge  to  conduct  valid  and  reliable  
assessments  of  DLLs  development  and  
learning  progress  is  the  limited  availability  of  
measures  normed  on  this  populaƟon,  thus,  
the  selecƟon  of  assessment  tools  will  be  an  
important  consideraƟon  to  avoid  
misinterpretaƟons  based  on  the  use  of  
inappropriate  tools,  especially  when  
standardized  instruments  are  used.    
RecommendaƟons  to  assess  DLLs  include  
using  a  combinaƟon  of  standardized  measures  
and  systemaƟc  observaƟonal  methods,  as  well  
as  porƞolios  of  children’s  work  to  obtain  the  
most  accurate  informaƟon  about  DLLs’  
academic  performance,  gathering  informaƟon  
across  seƫngs  and  types  of  interacƟons. 
(2)  Provide  focused  small-group  acƟviƟes.  DLLs  
need  opportuniƟes  for  addiƟonal  exposure  to  
and  use  of  new  concepts  and  words  in  their  
second  language.  Randomized  controlled  trials  
of  reading  intervenƟons  for  struggling  dual  
language  learners  in  grades  K-5  have  indicated  
that  small-group  and  peer-assisted  
intervenƟons  allow  children  mulƟple  
opportuniƟes  to  respond  to  quesƟons,  to  
pracƟce  reading  skills,  and  to  receive  explicit  
instrucƟon  on  vocabulary  instrucƟon  and  
phonological  awareness.  Small  group  acƟviƟes  
should  be  conducted  with  no  more  than  4-5  
children  and  planned  in  conjuncƟon  with  
classroom  wide  acƟviƟes.   
(3)  Provide  explicit  vocabulary  instrucƟon.  For  
monolingual  children,  most  vocabulary  
learning  occurs  incidentally  from  
conversaƟons  and  by  listening  to  words  in  
their  everyday  rouƟnes.    Children  who  are  
learning  a  second  language  will  not  be  able  to  
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take  advantage  of  incidental  vocabulary  
learning  unƟl  they  become  proﬁcient  in  that  
language.    Moreover,  since  DLLs  are  learning  
vocabularies  in  two  languages,  exposure  to  a  
word  in  one  language  will  be  limited  to  the  
amount  of  opportuniƟes  that  the  word  is  used  
in  that  parƟcular  language.  Therefore,  
teachers  need  to  create  condiƟons  in  which  
words  are  learned  in  an  eﬀecƟve  and  eﬃcient  
manner  and  this  will  require  that  teachers  
purposefully  plan  for  repeated  exposure  to  
speciﬁc  words  and  opportuniƟes  for  children  
to  use  these  words  mulƟple  Ɵmes  in  a  variety  
of  seƫngs.  Explicit  instrucƟon  will  accelerate  
vocabulary  learning  for  DLLs,  that  can  be  done  
through  read-alouds,  and  direct  teaching  of  
core  vocabulary,  using  the  primary  language  
strategically.     
(4)  Ensure  development  of  academic  English.  
To  be  successful  in  school,  dual  language  
learners  need  to  develop  the  specialized  
language  of  academic  discourse  that  is  
diﬀerent  from  conversaƟonal  skills.  Lack  of  
proﬁciency  in  academic  English  can  interfere  
with  learning  other  academic  content.  As  an  
example,  although  children  might  learn  
mathemaƟcal  concepts  and  skills  using  
manipulaƟves,  they  also  need  to  learn  the  
language  of  mathemaƟcs  in  order  to  be  
successful  in  school.  Therefore,  the  curriculum  
should  incorporate  opportuniƟes  to  provide  
explicit  instrucƟon  of  the  academic  language  
related  to  basic  mathemaƟcs  concepts  and  
skills. 
(5)  Promote  socio-emoƟonal  development  
through  posiƟve  teacher-child  relaƟonships  
and  facilitaƟng  children’s  parƟcipaƟon  in  the  
socio-cultural  group  of  the  classroom.    The  
preschool  environment  may  represent  DLLs  
ﬁrst  unknown  social  environment  as  well  as  
their  ﬁrst  Ɵme  in  a  diﬀerent  cultural  
environment,  and  for  children  receiving  
instrucƟon  only  in  English,  there  will  be  the  
addiƟonal  challenges  of  having  diﬃculƟes  
communicaƟng,  following  direcƟons,  
expressing  ideas  and  feelings,  and  responding  
to  quesƟons  consistently.  DLLs  may  feel  
withdrawn,  insecure,  and  will  likely  be  under  
stress.  No  much  aƩenƟon  has  been  given  to  
this  aspect  of  DLLs  development  in  the  
research  literature,  but  research  with  
monolingual  children  indicates  that  children  
who  feel  rejected  by  their  peers  in  their  early  
years  face  higher  risk  of  lower  academic  
achievement,  a  greater  likelihood  of  grade  
retenƟon  and/or  dropping  out  of  school,  and  a  
greater  risk  of  delinquency  and  of  commiƫng  
juvenile  oﬀenses  in  adolescence. 
Language  of  instrucƟon  approaches  for  dual  
language  learners 
Three  disƟnct  approaches  to  language  of  
instrucƟon  for  DLLs  can  be  idenƟﬁed: 
i English  immersion  programs.  All  or  mostly  
all  instrucƟon  and  teacher  interacƟons  are  
in  English.  The  goal  of  these  programs  is  
English  acquisiƟon  and  development;  
there  is  no  intent  to  develop  children’s  
home  languages  nor  is  the  home  language  
used  to  a  signiﬁcant  degree  to  support  
children’s  learning.  Children  are  not  
Page   
Distinct
Approaches to 
Language of
Instruction for
DLLs
Page   
necessarily  forbidden  from  speaking  the  
home  language,  but  its  use  is  not  
encouraged  nor  acƟvely  supported.  One  
advantage  of  English  immersion  programs  
is  that  they  can  accommodate  children  
from  many  home  languages.  English  
immersion  preschools,  however,  they  are  
not  consistent  with  best  pracƟces  based  
on  research.   
i Maintenance  or  developmental  programs.  
Such  programs  are  at  the  opposite  end  of  
the  spectrum.  These  programs  use  the  
children’s  home  language  and  English  
extensively  in  the  classroom.  The  goals  are  
to  (1)  maintain  and  develop  the  home  
language  and  (2)  help  children  to  acquire  
and  develop  English  proﬁciency.  A  
classroom  might  include  all  DLLs  from  the  
same  language  background,  or  both  DLLs  
and  monolingual  English-speaking  
children.  In  the  laƩer  case,  these  are  
called  dual  language  programs;  their  goal  
is  to  promote  bilingual  competencies  for  
both  DLLs  and  their  monolingual  English-
speaking  peers. 
i TransiƟonal  programs.  TransiƟonal  
programs  lie  between  English  immersion  
and  maintenance  programs.  They  use  the  
home  language  to  one  degree  or  another,  
but  the  goal  is  not  necessarily  
maintenance  or  further  development  of  
the  home  language.  The  home  language  is  
used  to  help  children  acquire  concepts  
and  content,  learn  how  to  funcƟon  in  
preschool,  and  engage  in  all  classroom  
acƟviƟes.  Children  can  also  learn  songs,  
rhymes,  and  games  or  parƟcipate  in  
science  lessons  carried  out  in  the  home  
language,  but  the  goal  is  generally  to  help  
children  transiƟon  to  an  all-English  
classroom.   
Among  language  of  instrucƟon  approaches  in  
bilingual  educaƟon,  two-way  bilingual  
immersion  (TWI)  is  emerging  as  an  eﬀecƟve  
and  increasingly  common  approach  to  address  
the  needs  of  bilingual  learners.    Also  referred  
to  as  dual  language  programs,  TWI  provide  
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dual  language  learners  and  naƟve  English  
speakers  with  an  educaƟon  in  two  languages.  
MulƟlingual  classrooms 
Classrooms  enrolling  children  speaking  not  
one  but  several  diﬀerent  home  languages  are  
increasing.    In  general,  instrucƟon  in  those  
classrooms  is  oﬀered  only  in  English,  although,  
bilingual  or  two-way  immersion  programs  can  
also  enroll  children  speaking  languages  other  
than  the  two  languages  of  instrucƟon.    This  
happens,  for  example,  when  Spanish  and  
English  are  the  languages  of  instrucƟon  in  
bilingual  programs,  and  children  speaking  
other  languages  at  home  are  enrolled.       
In  English  immersion  classrooms  enrolling  
children  from  mulƟple  language  backgrounds,  
support  of  children’s  ﬁrst  language  should  sƟll  
be  provided  and  be  a  priority  for  school  
administrators  and  teachers.    Developing  close  
collaboraƟons  with  families  of  DLLs  will  be  
essenƟal  as  they  can  provide  exposure  to  the  
ﬁrst  language.  The  goal  of  developing  and  
maintaining  the  ﬁrst  language  may  not  be  fully  
reached,  but  increasing  children’s  exposure  
and  use  of  their  ﬁrst  language  in  the  school  
and  classroom  environment  will  support  not  
only  their  English  language  acquisiƟon  and  
academic  performance  but  also  the  
development  of  DLLs’  posiƟve  self-esteem  and  
cultural  idenƟty.    Using  music  in  diﬀerent  
languages,  labeling  the  classroom  with  the  
diﬀerent  languages  (using  diﬀerent  colors  per  
each  language,  or  using  diﬀerent  languages  on  
alternate  days  or  weeks),  and  making  books  in  
diﬀerent  languages  available  to  children  are  
some  examples  of  ways  in  which  various  home  
languages  can  be  present  in  the  classroom. 
In  addiƟon  to  supporƟng  the  home  language,  
sheltered  instrucƟon  strategies  should  be  used  
to  assist  with  teaching  new  vocabulary  and  
comprehension  of  content  for  all  children  
whose  ﬁrst  language  is  not  English.    They  
include  the  use  of  visual  aids,  such  as  props,  
pictures,  and  graphic  organizers,  as  well  as  
gestures,  body  movement  and  hands-on  
acƟviƟes  to  demonstrate  concepts.   
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Conclusions  and  RecommendaƟons 
The  type  and  quality  of  early  educaƟon  in  
programs  serving  dual  language  learners  
should  be  a  concern  given  the  documented  
school  readiness  gap  and  low  academic  
performance  of  DLLs  in  the  early  years.    
Research  has  shown  that  there  are  diﬀerences  
in  the  development  of  children  growing  up  
bilingually  when  compared  with  their  
monolingual  peers  across  all  domains.    Also,  
the  contextual  factors  aﬀecƟng  these  
children’s  development  and  learning  may  
diﬀer  from  those  experienced  by  monolingual  
children.    These  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  
instrucƟonal  strategies  and  language  of  
instrucƟon  approaches  should  be  designed  to  
speciﬁcally  target  DLLs  needs  instead  of  using  
the  tradiƟonal  monolingual/mono-cultural  
approach.   
It  is  important  to  point  out  that  most  research  
related  to  the  early  educaƟon  of  DLLs  is  cross-
secƟonal,  pre-posƩest  evaluaƟons.  Therefore,  
there  is  a  need  for  more  longitudinal  studies  
that  examine  children’s  outcomes  over  Ɵme  
and  the  condiƟons  under  which  language  and  
related  academic  outcomes  can  be  
disƟnguished  as  eﬀecƟve  in  serving  DLLs.    
These  studies  should  engage  high-populaƟon  
groupings  in  which  the  naƟve  language  and  
English  are  provided  in  varying  bilingual  
models.    And,  studies  that  focus  on  
mulƟlingual  circumstance  in  which  many  
languages  are  present  in  the  ECE  classroom.    
The  intent  of  this  type  of  research  and  
development  is  not  to  “test”  one  approach  
with  another.  But  instead  to  provide  evidence  
for  pracƟƟoners  to  best  evaluate  eﬀecƟve  
strategies  and  programs  for  the  populaƟon  of  
DLL’s  which  they  serve—no  one  size  is  likely  to  
ﬁt  all. 
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General  Principles  of  Assessment  
for  DLLs 
T he  accurate  and  valid  assessment  of  young  
DLLs’  development  and  achievement  is  
essenƟal  to  individualizing  instrucƟon  and  
improving  the  quality  of  educaƟon  they  
receive.  Individualized  instrucƟon  enhances  
the  learning  opportuniƟes  of  young  children  
and  promotes  the  important  developmental  
and  achievement  outcomes  necessary  for  
school  success.  Useful  individual  child  
assessment,  however,  can  be  accomplished  
only  through  comprehensive,  ongoing  
assessments  that  are  fair,  technically  
adequate,  and  developmentally  valid  so  that  
we  can  determine  if  children  are  making  
progress  toward  the  intended  outcomes.  That  
is,  individual  child  assessments  must  be  
linguisƟcally,  culturally,  and  developmentally  
appropriate  in  order  to  know  what  children  
are  able  to  do,  how  children  are  
progressing,  and  what  educaƟonal  
decisions  need  to  be  made  to  
support  that  progress. 
A  cardinal  rule  in  the  selecƟon  of  
assessment  measures  is  that  the  
purpose  of  the  assessment  must  
guide  assessment  decisions.  As  
stated  in  the  NaƟonal  Research  
Council  Report  on  Early  Childhood  
Assessment,  “diﬀerent  purposes  
require  diﬀerent  types  of  
assessments,  and  the  evidenƟary  
base  that  supports  the  use  of  an  
assessment  for  one  purpose  may  
not  be  suitable  for  another.”    For  
example,  assessment  strategies  
uƟlized  by  teachers  for  daily  
instrucƟonal  purposes  are  typically  
less  formal  than  assessment  
strategies  employed  by  
administrators  for  program  
accountability  or  evaluaƟon  
purposes.  This  approach  is  
consistent  with  the  Principles  and  
RecommendaƟons  for  Early  
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Childhood  Assessments  developed  by  the  
NaƟonal  EducaƟon  Goals  Panel.  Four  broad  
purposes  for  early  childhood  assessments  
were  established: 
1) To  promote  learning  and  development  of
individual  children;
2) To  idenƟfy  children  with  special  needs  and
health  condiƟons  for  intervenƟon
purposes;
3) To  monitor  trends  in  programs  and
evaluate  program  eﬀecƟveness;  
4) To  obtain  benchmark  data  for
accountability  purposes  at  local,  state,  and
naƟonal  levels.
To  date,  each  of  the  above  noted  purpose  for  
assessment  requires  its  own  instruments,  
procedures,  and  technical  standards  and  has  
carried  its  own  potenƟal  for  cultural  and  
linguisƟc  bias.  Although  there  may  be  some  
similariƟes  across  the  diﬀerent  types  of  
assessment,  it  is  nevertheless  criƟcal  to  
understand  the  unique  consideraƟons  and  
recommendaƟons  for  assessing  DLLs  
according  to  each  of  the  stated  purposes.  
Ideally,  a  truly  comprehensive  and  integrated  
assessment  system  that  addresses  all  four  
purposes  for  DLLs  would  employ  a  congruent  
set  of  measures  and  procedures;  reﬂect  the  
state’s  ELDS;  provide  a  coherent  proﬁle  of  the  
funcƟoning  and  progress  of  children,  
classrooms,  and  programs;  and  be  adequately  
sensiƟve  to  capture  DLLs’  important  
developmental  changes  over  Ɵme  as  well  as  
school  program  eﬀects. 
Assessment  of  DLLs 
Both  Languages  Need  to  Be  Assessed     
Becoming  proﬁcient  in  a  language  is  a  complex  
and  challenging  process  that  takes  many  years  
for  children  of  all  ages.    As  with  any  type  of  
learning,  children  will  vary  enormously  in  the  
rate  at  which  they  learn  languages.  The  speed  
of  language  acquisiƟon  depends  on  factors  
within  the  child  and  in  the  child’s  learning  
environment.  The  child’s  personality,  apƟtude  
for  languages,  interest,  and  moƟvaƟon  
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interact  with  the  quanƟty  and  quality  of  
language  inputs  and  opportuniƟes  for  use  to  
inﬂuence  the  rate  and  eventual  ﬂuency  levels.  
As  children  acquire  a  second  language,  one  
language  may  be  more  dominant  because  they  
use  that  language  more  oŌen  than  the  other  
at  a  parƟcular  point  in  Ɵme.  If  children  are  
assessed  only  in  their  least-proﬁcient  
language,  their  abiliƟes  will  be  
underesƟmated.  Frequently,  children  
demonstrate  a  language  imbalance  as  they  
progress  toward  bilingualism.  Depending  on  
experiences  and  learning  opportuniƟes,  
children  may  not  perform  as  well  as  
monolingual  speakers  of  each  language  in  all  
domains.  This  is  a  normal  and,  most  oŌen,  a  
temporary  phase  of  emergent  bilingualism. 
Language  Proﬁciency  and  Dominance 
The  ﬁrst  issue  facing  educators  who  work  with  
DLLs  is  to  determine  the  proﬁciency  in  each  
language  as  well  as  the  distribuƟon  of  
knowledge  across  the  two  languages.  Young  
DLLs,  whether  simultaneous  or  sequenƟal  
second-language  learners,  most  likely  will  
have  a  dominant  language,  even  though  the  
diﬀerences  may  be  subtle.  Before  educators  
can  decide  on  a  
child’s  
developmental  
status,  educaƟonal  
progress,  or  the  need  
for  educaƟonal  
intervenƟon,  it  is  
essenƟal  to  know  the  
language  in  which  
the  child  is  more  
proﬁcient.  Typically,  
the  young  DLL  will  
have  a  larger  
vocabulary,  or  a  
specialized  
vocabulary,  along  with  greater  grammaƟcal  
proﬁciency  and  mastery  of  the  linguisƟc  
structure  of  one  of  his  languages.  This  is  the  
language  the  child  has  had  the  most  exposure  
to,  uses  more  ﬂuidly  and  oŌen  prefers  to  use.   
Unfortunately,  there  are  no  individual  child  
assessments  speciﬁcally  designed  to  
determine  language  dominance.  At  present,  it  
is  recommended  that  educators  ask  the  
parents/family  members  about  the  child’s  
earliest  language  exposure  to  determine  early  
language  learning  opportuniƟes.  Research  
indicates  that  the  amount  of  input,  frequency  
of  use,  and  the  parents’  esƟmates  of  language  
ability  highly  relate  to  the  level  of  proﬁciency  
in  the  language. 
ObservaƟonal  Assessment  for  InstrucƟonal  
Decision  Making  and  Improvement       
Informal,  indirect  methods  of  observing  young  
DLLs’  interacƟons  and  language  use  can  
provide  important  informaƟon  on  the  child’s  
level  of  language  development  or  proﬁciency.  
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Research  has  shown  that  teachers  can  be  
reliable  in  esƟmaƟng  a  child’s  level  of  
proﬁciency  and  English  use  based  on  their  
observaƟons  of  the  child.  This  type  of  
assessment  is  oŌen  referred  to  as  authenƟc,  
meaning  that  ongoing  observaƟons  of  
children’s  behavior  and  use  of  language  over  
Ɵme  in  the  natural  classroom  environment  are  
less  contrived  than  standardized  tesƟng  and,  if  
aligned  with  curriculum  goals,  can  be  criƟcal  to  
instrucƟonal  planning.  ObservaƟons,  language  
samples,  and  interviews  are  considered  
authenƟc  methods  because  no  speciﬁc  
paƩerns  of  correct  responses  are  assumed;  
instead,  they  aim  to  describe  a  child’s  skills  
and  knowledge  in  the  context  of  the  natural  
classroom  environment.  ObservaƟons  and  
insights  from  other  staﬀ  members  who  speak  
the  child’s  home  language  and  have  contact  
with  the  child—for  example,  bus  drivers  and  
family  or  health  specialists—can  be  collected  
through  standardized  quesƟonnaires  or  family  
interviews. 
In  addiƟon  to  informaƟon  from  parents,  staﬀ,  
and  teachers,  language  development  may  be  
assessed  directly  by  asking  children  to  talk  
about  a  past  event  or  personal  experience  or  
by  talking  about  a  storybook  using  story  
retellings.  These  are  also  considered  authenƟc  
assessment  methods  because  they  seek  to  
evaluate  what  the  child  can  do  with  language  
using  spontaneous  language  samples.  Through  
these  language  tasks,  children  can  show  their  
ability  to  produce  and  comprehend  a  
language.  Adults  can  model  a  statement  about  
each  picture  (e.g.,  “This  is  John  and  his  frog”;  
“One  day  they  went  to  the  park”)  and  then  ask  
the  child  to  retell  the  story  while  looking  at  the  
pictures.  Through  this  approach,  it  is  possible  
to  determine  if  a  child  has  suﬃcient  mastery  
of  the  target  language  to  comprehend  the  
main  acƟons  in  the  story  and  to  use  complete  
sentences  to  talk  about  it.   
ObservaƟonal  approaches  that  are  aligned  
with  curriculum  goals,  focus  on  educaƟonally  
signiﬁcant  outcomes,  rely  on  data  from  
mulƟple  sources  gathered  over  Ɵme,  and  
include  families  are  recommended  by  the  
leading  early  childhood  educaƟon  (ECE)  
professional  associaƟons  to  improve  and  
individualize  instrucƟon.  Frequent  and  
ongoing  assessment  for  instrucƟonal  
improvement  and  adjustment  include  
observaƟons  of  each  child’s  performance,  
checklists,  raƟng  scales,  work  samples,  and  
porƞolios  during  everyday  acƟviƟes.  In  order  
to  accurately  collect  data  on  the  emerging  
competencies  of  young  DLLs,  assessors  need  
to  understand  typical  development  of  young  
children  who  are  growing  up  with  more  than  
one  language,  their  home  languages,  and  their  
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STEPS TO FOLLOW IN ASSESSING
YOUNG DLLS
Determine if 
the child
speaks
another 
language(s) 
at home
Determine 
the  child’s
abilities in
English
Determine 
the  child’s
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their home 
language
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child as a 
learner and
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their 
eagerness 
during 
learning 
engagement
Determine if 
the child has 
developmen
tal concerns 
that can 
affect the 
child’s
academic 
progress
Determine 
the  child’s
knowledge 
and skills in
BOTH (all) 
languages1
2
3 4
5
6
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cultures. 
In  California,  all  state-funded  child  
development  programs  are  required  to  
administer  the  Desired  Results  Developmental  
Proﬁle–Preschool,  DRDP-PS©  (2010).  Teachers  
complete  this  observaƟonal  child  assessment  
twice  a  year  to  measure  children’s  progress  
toward  the  Desired  Results  or  learning  
expectaƟons.  The  assessment  results  are  then  
used  to  inform  instrucƟonal  planning  for  
individual  children  as  well  as  to  adjust  
instrucƟon  for  groups  of  children.  This  child  
assessment  is  part  of  a  larger  Desired  Results  
(DR)  system  that  includes  informaƟon  from  
parents,  a  measurement  of  the  quality  of  the  
program  environment  (ERS),  and  an  annual  
Program  Self-EvaluaƟon. 
In  this  assessment  system,  the  California  
Department  of  EducaƟon,  Child  Development  
Division  (CDE/CDD)  has  provided  guidance  on  
how  to  assess  the  skills  of  DLLs.  For  children  
who  are  dual  language  learners,  both  the  LLD  
[Language  and  Literacy  Development]  and  ELD  
[English-Language  Development]  measures  
are  completed.  The  ELD  measures  are  used  to  
document  and  assess  
progress  in  learning  to  
communicate  in  English.  The  
LLD  measures  are  used  to  
assess  progress  in  developing  
foundaƟonal  language  and  
literacy  skills.  Children  who  
are  dual  language  learners  
may  demonstrate  mastery  of  
developmental  levels  in  their  
home  language,  in  English,  or  
in  both.    Children  who  are  
dual  language  learners  will  
vary  substanƟally  in  their  acquisiƟon  of  English  
language  competencies,  depending  on  factors  
such  as  the  degree  of  exposure  to  English,  
level  of  support  provided  in  their  home  
language,  and  their  moƟvaƟon  to  acquire  
English.  Overall,  the  development  of  language  
and  literacy  skills  in  a  child’s  ﬁrst  language  is  
important  for  the  development  of  skills  in  a  
second  language,  and  therefore  should  be  
considered  as  the  foundaƟonal  step  toward  
learning  English.   
This  guidance  to  teachers  is  intended  to  
ensure  that  the  assessors  of  DLLs  have  the  
capacity  to  judge  the  child’s  abiliƟes  in  any  
language,  not  just  in  English.  Especially  for  
children  who  are  in  the  early  stages  of  English  
acquisiƟon,  it  is  crucial  that  someone  who  is  
proﬁcient  in  the  children’s  home  language  
determine  their  understanding  of  
mathemaƟcal  concepts,  their  social  skills,  and  
their  progress  in  the  other  developmental  
domains.  Without  an  assessor  who  is  ﬂuent  in  
the  child’s  home  language  and  properly  
trained  to  conduct  the  assessment,  it  is  not  
possible  to  obtain  accurate  results. 
Assessment  for  Screening  and  Referral  of  
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Children  Who  May  Have  Special  Needs    
Developmental  screening  is  the  process  of  
early  idenƟﬁcaƟon  of  children  who  may  be  at  
risk  of  cogniƟve,  motor,  language,  or  social–
emoƟonal  delay  and  who  require  further  
assessment,  diagnosis,  and/or  intervenƟon.  
Currently,  a  large  number  of  young  LaƟno  and  
other  DLLs  with  special  needs  are  not  
idenƟﬁed.  NaƟonwide,  the  percentage  of  
LaƟno  preschoolers  with  disabiliƟes  (15  
percent  in  2004)  is  smaller  than  the  
percentage  of  preschoolers  in  the  general  
populaƟon  idenƟﬁed  with  special  needs.    In  
short,  there  is  a  lack  of  substanƟve  aƩenƟon  
to  the  assessment  of  DLLs  as  it  related  to  
special  needs  populaƟons. 
Steps  to  Follow  in  Assessing  Young  Dual  
Language  Learners 
Teachers  and  pracƟƟoners  may  be  guided  by  
speciﬁc  quesƟons  that  can  help  them  make  
decisions  during  the  assessment  process.  The  
ﬁrst  quesƟon  seeks  to  determine  if  the  child  
speaks  a  language  (or  languages)  other  than  
English  at  home  so  that  the  teacher  can  decide  
which  language(s)  to  assess.  This  can  be  
determined  through  a  parent/family  interview  
or  quesƟonnaire.  If  the  child  
uses  or  is  exposed  only  to  
English  at  home,  assessments  
can  be  conducted  in  English.  If  
the  child  speaks  another  
language,  assessment  must  be  
conducted  in  both  languages.  A  
child  with  typical  language  
development  should  show  age-
appropriate  knowledge  and  
language  skills  in  the  home  
language.  A  child  with  language  
learning  diﬃculƟes  will  show  
delays  in  both  languages  and  
should  receive  further  
evaluaƟon  to  address  speciﬁc  
developmental  needs. 
The  second  quesƟon  is  to  
determine  the  child’s  level  of  
second-language  development.  
Most  likely,  the  DLL  will  be  at  
one  of  the  stages  in  English-
language  development  
described  above,  and  the  
preschool  curriculum  will  need  
to  provide  a  focus  on  oral  
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language  development,  early  literacy  skills,  
and  wriƟng.  The  child’s  language  skills  are  
likely  to  aﬀect  academic  readiness  if  not  
suﬃciently  addressed. 
The  third  quesƟon  focuses  on  obtaining  
informaƟon  about  the  child’s  development  
and  skills  in  the  home  language.  If  the  child  
exhibits  limited  home  language  development,  
this  will  indicate  a  risk  of  developmental  
language  delays,  and  a  referral  for  an  
evaluaƟon  will  be  needed  to  develop  an  
intervenƟon  plan.  If  the  child  shows  age-
appropriate  competencies  in  the  home  
language,  conƟnued  language  development  
will  be  needed  to  maintain  skills  and  prevent  
loss  of  the  home  language. 
The  fourth  quesƟon  focuses  on  the  teacher’s  
opinion  about  the  child’s  ability  to  learn.  
Teachers  observe  the  child  during  learning  
acƟviƟes  and  can  evaluate  the  child’s  
responsiveness  during  these  interacƟons.  
Comparing  the  child  to  other  DLLs  can  provide  
criƟcal  informaƟon  about  a  child’s  learning  
potenƟal.  Children  who  are  highly  responsive  
in  spite  of  their  limited  English  skills  are  likely  
to  be  successful  learners  as  long  as  
opportuniƟes  for  teacher-guided  
interacƟon  and  instrucƟon  are  
provided.  Children  who  have  
limited  responsivity  to  high-quality  
learning  interacƟons  are  likely  to  be  
at  risk  of  academic  delays.  In  these  
cases,  a  full  evaluaƟon  is  needed  to  
determine  the  course  of  
individualized  intervenƟon. 
The  ﬁŌh  quesƟon  determines  
whether  there  are  any  
developmental  concerns  that  can  
aﬀect  the  child’s  academic  progress  
and  that  may  need  to  be  addressed  
directly.  To  answer  this  quesƟon,  it  
is  criƟcal  that  the  measures  
selected  are  culturally  and  linguisƟcally  
appropriate.  Only  screening  instruments  that  
are  administered  in  the  two  languages  (if  both  
are  spoken)  will  reveal  whether  a  true  
disability  exists.  If  appropriate  instruments  are  
used  and  the  child  shows  delays  in  both  
languages,  a  full  evaluaƟon  will  be  necessary  
to  develop  an  individualized  intervenƟon.  If  no  
appropriate  instruments  are  used,  the  results  
of  such  screenings  should  be  interpreted  with  
cauƟon,  and  addiƟonal  evidence  of  concern  
(e.g.,  parent  report,  evaluaƟon  of  child  
responsiveness)  will  be  needed  to  provide  
converging  support  for  a  referral. 
Finally,  as  has  been  discussed  above,  children  
may  have  diﬀerent  skills  in  each  language.  
Thus,  the  last  quesƟon  focuses  on  determining  
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the  child’s  knowledge  and  skills  in  each  
language.  By  conducƟng  assessments  in  both  
languages,  criƟcal  informaƟon  about  what  the  
child  knows  and  is  able  to  do  in  each  language  
will  be  needed  to  plan  instrucƟonal  acƟviƟes  
that  address  the  child’s  needs  in  each  
language. 
What  Teachers  and  Program  Staﬀ  Need  to  
Know  to  Conduct  Valid  Assessments 
Teachers  and  support  staﬀ  will  be  asked  to  
accurately  assess  young  DLLs’  development  
and  achievement  in  order  to  individualize  
instrucƟon,  improve  the  quality  of  educaƟon,  
and  improve  academic  school  readiness.  As  
discussed  above,  this  mulƟstep  process  
requires  all  program  staﬀ  members  to  be  
knowledgeable  about  certain  aspects  of  the  
linguisƟc  and  cultural  development  of  young  
DLLs  as  well  as  the  speciﬁc  characterisƟcs  of  
the  assessment  instruments  they  administer.  
They  will  need  to  understand  the  stages  of  
English-language  acquisiƟon  and  the  
importance  of  home  language  development  
for  overall  language  development  and  future  
academic  achievement.  They  will  also  need  to  
be  skilled  in  observaƟonal  authenƟc  
assessment  
methods  related  to  
curriculum  goals  
and  linking  ongoing  
assessment  results  
to  individualized  
instrucƟon   
Administrators  and  
program  staﬀ  must  
be  able  to  make  
judgments  about  
the  developmental,  
cultural,  and  
linguisƟc  
appropriateness  of  
available  
instruments  to  make  the  best  decisions  about  
the  use  of  speciﬁc  assessments  for  their  DLL  
children  (see  Barrueco  et  al.  2012  for  a  
discussion  of  strengths  of  ECE  assessments  
available  in  Spanish  and  English). 
When  reviewing  assessment  results,  teachers  
and  staﬀ  need  to  understand  the  limitaƟons  of  
standardized  instruments  used  with  young  
DLLs  and  use  their  professional  judgment  
when  interpreƟng  and  applying  the  
assessment  results.  Assessment  in  early  
childhood  educaƟon  is  a  process  that  requires  
teams  of  individuals  who  all  contribute  
specialized  informaƟon  about  the  child.  
Therefore  staﬀ  must  be  skilled  in  team  
collaboraƟon.  Finally,  all  staﬀ  members  must  
be  competent  in  working  across  cultures  to  
establish  eﬀecƟve  working  relaƟonships  with  
diverse  families,  many  of  whom  may  hold  
disƟnct  parenƟng  values  and  beliefs. 
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RecommendaƟons  for  DLL  Assessment   
i Program  administrators  and  staﬀ  need  to  
consider  the  unique  linguisƟc,  social,  and  
cultural  characterisƟcs  of  young  DLLs  
when  selecƟng  culturally  and  linguisƟcally  
appropriate  assessment  instruments  and  
approaches—and  when  interpreƟng  
results.  The  characterisƟcs  of  the  children  
and  families  served  must  be  considered  in  
decisions  about  speciﬁc  assessment  
instruments.   
i Program  staﬀ  needs  to  administer  
carefully  selected  assessments  for  speciﬁc  
purposes:  in  order  to  determine  if  a  child  
may  be  at  risk  of  cogniƟve,  motor,  
language,  or  social–emoƟonal  delay,  
which  will  require  further  assessment,  
diagnosis,  and/or  intervenƟon  
(developmental  screening).  Standardized  
instruments  need  to  be  culturally  and  
linguisƟcally  appropriate  and  unbiased  as  
possible.   
i Program  staﬀ  members  need  to  assess  the  
proﬁciency  level  of  young  DLLs  in  both  the  
home  language  and  English  by  using  a  
variety  of  informants,  mulƟple  sources  of  
data  collected  over  Ɵme,  and  a  team  that  
includes  at  least  one  member  who  is  
ﬂuent  in  the  child’s  home  language.  
i Program  administrators  and  staﬀ  
need  to: 
¡   Interpret  assessment  results  
cauƟously,  parƟcularly  when  
evaluaƟng  the  results  of  
standardized  vocabulary  
assessments; 
¡ Consider  limitaƟons  of  results  
of  standardized  assessment  
instruments;  
¡ Complement  results  with  
informaƟon  from  other  
sources,  parƟcularly  families;  
Conclusions  should  be  considered  as  
tentaƟve  and  conƟnually  updated. 
i All  ECE  program  staﬀ  members  need  
to  receive  professional  development  
on  appropriate  assessment  methods  
and  instruments  in  order  to  conduct  
valid  assessments  of  young  DLLs. 
The  accurate  and  valid  assessment  of  
young  DLLs’  development  and  achievement  is  
essenƟal  to  improving  the  quality  of  educaƟon  
they  receive.   
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Human  Resource  Support  for  those  
Serving  Young  Dual  Language  
Learners 
T he  increasing  number  of  children  whose  language  
and  culture  is  disƟncƟve  from  US  mainstream  
language  and  culture  requires  a  reformulaƟon  
of  current  approaches  to  teacher  preparaƟon  
to  ensure  the  opƟmal  development  of  this  
growing  child  populaƟon.  There  is  extensive  
literature  that  demonstrates  that  the  quality  
of  teacher-child  relaƟonships  across  the  early  
childhood  years  is  a  strong  predictor  of  a  
child’s  future  socio-emoƟonal  and  academic  
development.  However,  the  majority  of  theory  
and  research  about  teacher-child  relaƟons  and  
eﬀecƟve  pedagogical  pracƟce  has  not  focused  
on  the  needs  of  young  dual  language  learners  
(DLLs),  and  what  we  know  about  supporƟng  
those  who  educate  young  DLLs  is  limited  and  
in  need  of  concerted  aƩenƟon. 
General  Teacher  Competencies   
Teacher  competencies  focus  on  what  
educators  need  to  know  and  be  able  to  do.    In  
addiƟon,  competencies  include  the  
development  of  disposiƟons  or  the  aƫtudes  
and  beliefs  that  form  the  basis  of  behavior  for  
eﬀecƟve  interacƟon  in  an  educaƟonal  seƫng.  
States  are  increasingly  developing  early  
childhood  educator  competencies  in  order  to  
be  eligible  for  federal  funds  from  the  Race-to-
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the-Top  program  intended  to  improve  early  
learning  experiences  for  school  readiness.    An  
important  criterion  for  federal  eligibility  is  a  
statewide  Workforce  Knowledge  and  
Competency  Framework.       
In  2001,  the  NaƟonal  Research  Council’s  
report,  Eager  to  learn:  EducaƟng  our  
preschoolers,  delineated  a  set  of  competencies  
that  preschool  teachers  should  be  able  to  
demonstrate  in  order  to  be  eﬀecƟve.  Included  
in  the  list  was  a  reference  to  children  who  
could  be  categorized  as  DLLs.  Speciﬁcally,  this  
reports  menƟons  teaching  pracƟces  for  
children  who  are  not  ﬂuent  in  English  and  who  
come  from  diﬀerent  cultural  backgrounds.    
More  recently,  the  NaƟonal  AssociaƟon  for  
the  EducaƟon  of  Young  Children  developed  
ﬁve  core  areas  necessary  for  the  preparaƟon  
of  eﬀecƟve  early  educators:    (1)  knowledge  of  
child  development  and  learning  including  
knowledge  of  speciﬁc  content  areas,  (2)  the  
ability  to  build  posiƟve  family  and  community  
relaƟonships,  (3)  the  capacity  for  meaningful  
observaƟon  and  assessment  of  young  
children,  (4)  the  ability  to  understand  and  use  
posiƟve  relaƟonships  with  children  and  
families,  and  (5)  the  ability  to  conduct  
themselves  as  members  of  a  profession.  
 
Integrated  within  general  teacher  
competencies  and  approaches  for  preparing  
eﬀecƟve  early  childhood  educators  are  
statements  addressing  the  needs  of  diverse  
learners,  including  dual  language  learners.  
Provisions  for  more  equitable  learning  
environments,  the  importance  of  closing  the  
learning  gap  between  children,  the  value  of  
partnering  with  parents  for  children’s  beneﬁt  
and  teachers  having  a  good  understanding  of  
how  children  develop  and  use  language,  all  
have  relevance  for  DLLs.   
Teacher  Competencies  for  DLLs 
While  naƟonal  accreditaƟon  and  cerƟﬁcaƟon  
organizaƟons  are  incorporaƟng  important  
aspects  of  teacher  pracƟce  relevant  to  young  
DLLs,  experts  in  the  dual  language  
development  ﬁeld  underscore  criƟcal  factors  
for  learning  and  instrucƟon  for  DLLs.    Not  only  
is  the  issue  of  language  development  stressed  
in  these  discussions  but  also  the  concept  of  
culture  as  a  way  of  informing  and  shaping  
pedagogical  pracƟce.  Key  components  needed  
for  teacher  preparaƟon  to  serve  dual  language  
learners:  (1)  understanding  language  
development,  (2)  understanding  the  
relaƟonship  between  language  and  culture,  (3)  
developing  skills  and  abiliƟes  to  eﬀecƟvely  
teach  DLLs,  (4)  developing  abiliƟes  to  use  
assessment  in  meaningful  ways  for  DLLs,  (5)  
developing  a  sense  of  professionalism,  and  (6)  
understanding  how  to  work  with  families.  DLLs  
require  addiƟonal  support  and  pedagogical  
accommodaƟons  beyond  what  is  oŌen  
thought  of  as  “good  teaching”  in  order  to  
reach  similar  gains  in  English  as  their  
monolingual  English-speaking  peers. 
Since  teacher  competency  interact  with  a  
teacher’s  personal  aƩributes,  consideraƟon  
needs  to  be  given  to  a  teacher’s  background  
characterisƟcs.    Teacher  diversity  in  the  US  
varies;  the  majority  of  caregivers  and  teachers
responsible  for  young  DLLs  in  the  primary  
grades  are  white,  whereas  one-half  to  one-
third  of  the  zero  to  ﬁve  workforce  are  
individuals  of  color.      Given  a  teacher’s  
personal  skills  and  abiliƟes  it  is  important  to  
think  about  diﬀerenƟated  competencies  based  
on  a  teacher’s  background.  A  “one  size  ﬁts  all”  
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approach  does  not  address  nor  builds  upon  
parƟcular  capabiliƟes  that  a  teacher  brings  to  
their  interacƟons  with  children.   
To  provide  a  more  focused  perspecƟve  on  
teacher  competencies  by  individual  teacher  
qualiƟes,  the  Alliance  for  BeƩer  CommuniƟes  
in  collaboraƟon  with  the  NaƟonal  Council  of  La  
Raza  developed  of  a  set  of  competencies  that  
disƟnguish  between  teachers  by  language  
capability,  acculturaƟve  status  and  years  of  
experience  in  working  with  DLLs.      
Competencies  with  sample  indicators  are  
described  for  teachers  who  are  monolingual  
English  speakers,  bilingual  speakers  of  English  
and  a  child’s  home  language  and  bi-literate  in  
English  and  a  child’s  home  language.    The  
organizaƟon  of  language  abiliƟes  is  cross-
referenced  by  whether  the  teacher  is  mono-
cultural    (comes  from  a  US  mainstream  
perspecƟve)  or  is  bicultural  (sharing  
socializaƟon  experiences  from  US  mainstream  
culture  and  another  culture).     
As  US  child  demographics  diversify,  increasing  
consideraƟon  is  being  given  to  the  
development  of  cultural  competence:  
behaviors,  aƫtudes,  policies,  
structures,  and  pracƟces  that  
allow  for  individuals  to  work  
eﬀecƟvely  in  cross-cultural  
circumstances.    Cultural  
competence,  as  a  disposiƟon,  is  
an  appropriate  subject  within  a  
discussion  of  teacher  
competencies  in  general  and  
certainly  when  thinking  about  
DLLs.    NAEYC,  through  their  
Quality  Benchmarks  for  Cultural  
Competence  iniƟaƟve,  developed  
a  self-assessment  tool  to  review  
the  presence  of  culturally  
competent  pracƟces.    Reﬂected  
in  this  self-assessment  are  eight  
core  concepts  that  underscore  
the  signiﬁcance  of  culture  and  
home  languages  and  dialects.    
The  Oﬃce  of  Head  Start’s  (OHS)  
updated  mulƟcultural  principles  
stress  the  role  of  culture  within  
teaching  pracƟces  and  the  
conƟnued  development  of  a  
child’s  primary  language  while  
learning  English.   
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Pre-Service  PreparaƟon 
With  growing  public  and  policy  aƩenƟon  to  
the  importance  of  the  early  year  and  the  
qualiﬁcaƟons  of  teachers  viewed  as  key  to  
young  children’s  development,  pressure  for  
increased  educaƟonal  aƩainment  of  teachers  
has  gained  currency.  The  2007  reauthorizaƟon  
of  Head  Start  mandated  that  half  of  all  lead  
teachers  have  a  baccalaureate  degree  in  early  
childhood  or  a  related  ﬁeld  by  2013.  According  
to  recent  data  from  NaƟonal  InsƟtute  of  Early  
EducaƟon  Research,  30  states  oblige  lead  
teachers  in  state  funded  preschool  to  possess  
BA  degrees.  Yet,  workforce  requirements  
remain  low  in  many  states  and  in  privately  
funded  early  educaƟon  programs.  NaƟonwide,  
workforce  requirements  for  early  childhood  
educators  serving  children  age  zero  to  ﬁve  
varies  widely  from  state  to  state  with  
requirements  ranging  from  a  high  school  
diploma  to  a  baccalaureate  degree.    
Requirements  may  also  diﬀer  based  on  the  
work  seƫng  such  as  a  family  child  care  home  
or  a  center-based  environment.   
Although  equivocal,  recent  research  suggests  
that  it  may  be  parƟcular  teacher  behaviors  
and  pracƟces  and  not  educaƟonal  
degrees,  per  se,  predict  desirable  
child  outcomes.    Early  childhood  
experts  argue  that  the  ﬁeld  needs  
to  move  beyond  the  debate  
regarding  the  value  of  a  degree  to  
more  precisely  delineaƟng  the  
nature  of  the  educaƟon  that  
prospecƟve  teachers  receive  in  
route  to  a  degree.  Early  childhood  
teacher  preparaƟon  programs  in  
insƟtuƟons  of  higher  educaƟon  
have  been  criƟcized  for  relying  on  
out-dated  content  and  not  
providing  adequate  experiences  
working  with  children.  A  
reconceptualizaƟon  of  teacher  
preparaƟon  should  take  place  that  
couples  knowledge  acquisiƟon  with  
a  pracƟce  component.    In  fact,  
researchers  perceive  the  “acƟve  
ingredient”  of  improved  teacher  
pedagogy  may  likely  stem  from  
experiences  where  meaningful  
pracƟce  takes  place  with  a  
supervisor  or  coach.     
Page  2 
College  and  university  programs  typically  
indicate  an  interest  in  the  needs  of  children  of  
color  and  second  language  learners.  Early  
childhood  teacher  preparaƟon  programs  
usually  say  that  they  promote  the  importance  
of  meeƟng  the  needs  of  children  of  color  and  
second  language  learners.  In  reality,  they  
deliver  liƩle  content  or  pracƟcal  experiences  
to  prospecƟve  teachers.  Teacher  preparaƟon  
programs  should  require  that  all  prospecƟve  
teachers  receive  educaƟon  and  training  in  how  
bilingualism  develops,  provide  ﬁeldwork  
experiences  with  child  populaƟons  that  mirror  
more  closely  the  populaƟon  diversity  in  which  
teachers  will  likely  work  and  develop  metrics  
to  assess  how  well  teachers  interact  with  
children  of  color  and  second  language  
learners. 
InsƟtuƟons  of  higher  educaƟon  that  are  
increasing  their  capacity  to  educate  teachers  
in  working  with  dual  language  learners  should  
also  diversify  their  faculty.  One  possible  
consequence  of  the  lack  of  diversity  in  the  
higher  educaƟon  faculty  is  a  failure  to  meet  
the  needs  of  prospecƟve  or  current  teachers  
who  themselves  are  members  of  ethnic  and  
language  minoriƟes.  PosiƟve  correlaƟons  have  
been  found  between  the  presence  of  diverse  
faculty  in  a  teacher  preparaƟon  program  and  
coursework  related  to  cultural  or  second  
language  development. 
Unlike  the  workforce  focused  on  children  age  
zero  to  ﬁve,  teacher  qualiﬁcaƟons  are  
relaƟvely  uniform  within  the  Kindergarten  to  
Grade  3  workforce  sector.    These  teachers  are  
required  to  have  a  Bachelor’s  degree  and  hold  
a  teaching  cerƟﬁcate  in  the  state  in  which  they  
teach.    Most  states  require  some  form  of  ﬁeld  
experience  and  supervised  student  teaching  as  
a  requirement  of  licensure.    Some  states  have  
inducƟon  and  mentoring  requirements  for  
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beginning  teachers  that  are  regulated  by  
designated  state  agencies.   
As  the  early  childhood  ﬁeld  moves  towards  
the  consolidaƟon  of  the  educaƟon  and  
training  of  individuals  serving  birth  to  age  
eight,  teacher  preparaƟon  speciﬁcally  for  K  
through  3rd  grade  is  being  scruƟnized.    In  
states  where  preschool  programs  are  linked  to  
elementary  systems,  preparaƟon  programs  
have  been  found  to  focus  liƩle  on  recent  
knowledge  of  developmental  science,  have  
limited  ﬁeldwork  in  high  quality  environments  
and  have  licensing  and  hiring  pracƟces  that  
encourage  prospecƟve  teachers  to  seek  broad  
degrees  and  not  specialized  training.    
AddiƟonally,  teachers  emerging  from  these  
programs  lack  an  understanding  of  
pedagogical  pracƟces  for  DLLs.     
The  need  for  school  districts  to  improve  the  
achievement  of  students  whose  ﬁrst  language  
is  not  English  has  moƟvated  insƟtuƟons  of  
higher  educaƟon  to  respond  by  developing  
disƟnct  coursework  integrated  into  exisƟng  
degree  programs  or  cerƟﬁcates  consisƟng  of  4  
to  6  courses  that  may  or  may  not  be  credited  
to  a  parƟcular  
degree  program.  
Although  the  
addiƟon  of  
coursework  speciﬁc  
to  preparing  
teacher  for  
language  learners  is  
more  common  in  K-
12  preparaƟon,  
Illinois  is  one  state  
that  has  mandated  
preschools  with  
DLLs  be  staﬀed  with  
teachers  who  are  
cerƟﬁed  in  both  
Early  Childhood  
educaƟon  and  an  
endorsement  in  
English  as  a  second  
language.  As  a  result  colleges  and  universiƟes  
have  established  graduate  and  undergraduate  
programs  to  address  this  workforce  need.  As  
preparaƟon  programs  conƟnue  to  beƩer  
prepare  teachers  for  DLLs,  four  curricular  and  
insƟtuƟonal  factors  remain  imperaƟve:  (1)  
faculty  professional  development;  (2)  
specialized  coursework  including  pracƟce  
focused  on  working  with  DLLs;  (3)  the  infusion  
of  content  on  cultural  and  linguisƟc  diversity;  
and  (4)  support  for  prospecƟve  teachers  who  
are  already  bilingual. 
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In-Service  PreparaƟon 
In-service  preparaƟon  refers  to  educaƟon  and  
training  that  takes  place  while  teachers  are  
working  with  children.  For  the  K  through  12  
workforce,  in-service  takes  place  aŌer  
licensure.    In  contrast,  the  zero  to  ﬁve  
workforce  does  not  necessarily  parƟcipate  in  
pre-service  and  their  educaƟon  and  training  is  
oŌen  exclusively  obtained  through  a  variety  of  
in-service  experiences  such  as  workshops  or  
short-term  trainings.   
As  preschool  teachers  are  being  viewed  as  key  
in  the  improvement  of  child  outcome,  there  is  
a  concomitant  focus  on  eﬀecƟve  in-service  
experiences.  Necessary  acƟviƟes  that  cut  
across  both  pre-service  and  in-service  
preparaƟon  for  preschool  teachers  include:  (1)  
strengthening  early  educators’  human  and  
social  capital  through  increased  educaƟonal  
aƩainment  with  aƩenƟon  to  improved  literacy  
capabiliƟes  and  improvement  of  psychological  
well-being;  (2)  strengthening  approaches  to  
the  educaƟon  of  teachers  in  insƟtuƟons  of  
higher  educaƟon  and  that  of  agencies  
delivering  in-service  educaƟon  and  training;  
(3)  focusing  on  teaching  pracƟce  in  relaƟon  to  
speciﬁc  content  areas  such  as  math  and  
language  and  literacy;  and  (4)  improving  
overall  classroom  quality  through  the  
implementaƟon  of  proven  curriculum  with  on-
site  technical  assistance  or  coaching.   
Both  workforce  sectors  uƟlize  short-term  
trainings  and  workshops  to  assist  teachers,  
however,  these  approaches  by  themselves  
have  not  been  eﬀecƟve.    In  teacher  
preparaƟon  there  is  a  renewed  focus  on  
mentoring  and  coaching  as  a  method  to  
individualize  training  within  a  supporƟve  
interpersonal  relaƟonship.  Research  on  the  
eﬀects  of  coaching  for  preschool  teachers  
suggests  that  where  coaching  occurs  it  may  be  
its  dosage  and  intensity  that  make  a  diﬀerence  
for  improved  pracƟce.  Although  research  on  
the  eﬀects  of  coaching  in  improving  teacher  
pracƟces  holds  promise,  its  use  with  teachers  
serving  DLLs  merits  close  scruƟny.    Some  
quesƟons  regarding  the  capacity  of  coaches  
and  the  medium  through  which  coaching  takes  
place  include:  (1)  what  are  the  qualiﬁcaƟons  of  
coaches  who  assist  teachers  in  understanding  
DLLs?    (2)  What  types  of  experiences  do  
coaches  have  working  in  environments  
populated  by  DLLs?    (3)  What  are  coaches’  
aƫtudes  and  beliefs  regarding  bilingualism  
and  are  their  aƫtudes  and  beliefs  in  sync  with  
the  teachers  they  assist?  and  (4)  What  do  
coaches  know  about  the  neighborhoods  in  
which  teachers  work?   
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Policy  ImplicaƟons 
A  focus  on  strengthening  the  capacity  of  
insƟtuƟons  of  higher  educaƟon  (IHE)  to  
appropriately  prepare  teachers  who  will  be  
successful  with  children  from  diverse  cultural  
and  linguisƟc  backgrounds  is  necessary.    IHEs  
need  to  concentrate  both  on  the  appropriate  
educaƟon  and  training  of  Pre-K  to  12th  grade  
classroom  teachers  and  doctoral  candidates  
who  will  become  teacher  educators.    A  strong  
focus  on  both  content  and  pracƟce  are  criƟcal.  
Knowledge  regarding  ﬁrst  and  second  
language  acquisiƟon  and  appropriate  
pedagogy  for  dual  language  learners  in  
conjuncƟon  with  opportuniƟes  for  well-
supervised  ﬁeldwork  and  student  teaching  
experiences  is  vital.    The  formaƟon  of  eﬀecƟve  
partnerships  between  IHEs  and  their  local  
school  districts  can  provide  the  basis  for  
“hands  on”  experiences  that  will  enable  
prospecƟve  educators  to  enter  the  classroom  
as  prepared  as  possible.    In  addiƟon,  
assessment  of  teachers’  abiliƟes  to  work  
eﬀecƟvely  with  DLLs  is  needed.         
An  important  corollary  to  strengthening  the  
capacity  of  IHEs  is  the  concomitant  need  to  
buƩress  the  capacity  of  government,  
accreditaƟon  and  other  organizaƟons  focused  
on  teacher  preparaƟon  to  improve  their  
communicaƟon  about  how  a  child’s  home  
language  helps  in  the  development  of  English  
and  the  overall  well-being  of  dual  language  
learners.    Finally,  administrators  and  
classroom  teachers  need  ongoing  support  in  
the  form  mentoring  and  coaching  that  can  
help  them  understand  and  implement  best  
pracƟces  for  our  youngest  learners. 
Conclusions     
One  of  our  greatest  challenges  is  the  capacity  
of  the  infrastructure  to  support  teacher  
preparaƟon  in  general,  let  alone  one  that  is  
relevant  to  linguisƟcally  disƟnct  groups  of  
children.  To  what  degree  do  individuals  who  
have  the  understanding  and  skills  to  promote  
the  development  of  DLLs  populate  our  teacher  
preparaƟon  infrastructure?    How  do  we  
strengthen  the  workforce  pipeline  that  
extends  from  the  preschool  classroom  to  the  
college  and  university  classroom?    A  second,  
yet  equally  important  concern  is  the  marriage  
of  the  zero  to  ﬁve  and  K-3rd  grade  educaƟon  
worlds  may  eventually  take  place.    The  
concern  about  this  union  should  be  about  
developmentally  appropriate  pedagogy  and  
linguisƟcally  and  culturally  appropriate  
pracƟce.   
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The  CriƟcal  Role  of  Leadership  in  
Programs  Designed  for  DLLs,  PreK-3 
T here  are  currently  more  than  4.7  million  English  
Learners  (ELs)  in  the  US.  Approximately  
70percent  speak  Spanish  as  their  naƟve  
language.  MeeƟng  the  needs  of  ELs  varies  
widely  due  to  policies  and  teacher  preparaƟon  
requirements;  however,  dual  language  
programs  have  gained  tracƟon  in  part  because  
of  their  ability  to  foster  bilingualism  among  
naƟve  English  speaking  students. 
Overview  of  Dual  Language  Programs 
Dual  language  programs,  also  called  two-way  
immersion,  two-way  bilingual  or  two-way  
bilingual  immersion,  are  designed  to  promote  
bilingualism  by  bringing  together  a  group  of  
children  who  speak  English  as  their  naƟve  
language  and  a  group  of  children  who  share  a  
non-English  naƟve  language.  Ideally,  dual  
language  classrooms  comprise  equal  numbers  
of  students  within  these  two  
groups.  Dual  language  programs  
tend  follow  one  of  two  models:  (1)  
the  90:10  in  which  90percent  of  
instrucƟon  is  in  the  non-English  
language  during  the  early  
elementary  grades  and  English  is  
incrementally  introduced  unƟl  a  
balance  in  the  two  languages  is  
reached  by  the  middle  elementary  
grades;  (2)  the  50:50  model  in  
which  instrucƟon  is  delivered  in  
the  two  languages,  equally.  In  dual  
language  programs,  language  
learning  is  integrated  with  content  
instrucƟon  with  goals  to  promote  
bilingualism,  biliteracy,  academic  
achievement,  and  cross-cultural  
understanding  among  all  students. 
In  2000,  there  were  approximately  
260  dual  language  programs  in  the  
United  States.  At  the  Ɵme,  the  
U.S.  Secretary  of  EducaƟon  
announced  grants  of  $15  million  
to  expand  dual  language  programs  
to  1,000  over  ﬁve  years.  Today,  there  are  
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many  more  dual  language  programs  in  the  US  
(the  number  or  programs  cited  range  from  460
-2000  depending  on  the  source).   
However,  implemenƟng  dual  language  
programs  is  not  without  its  diﬃculƟes.  Some  
state  policies  have  suggested  to  abandon  dual  
language  programs  poinƟng  to  low  test  scores  
as  evidence  that  the  program  is  not  as  
eﬀecƟve  as  instrucƟon  carried  out  enƟrely  in  
English  would  be.  Scholars  have  also  warned  
about  the  potenƟally  deleterious  eﬀects  of  
dual  language  seƫngs  on  LaƟno  ELs,  as  well  as  
on  students  who  are  excluded  from  the  
programs.   
Despite  the  issues,  research  shows  that  dual  
language  programs  can  help  both  language  
minority  and  language  majority  students  
achieve  academic  success.  What  is  lacking,  
however,  is  evidence  on  how  educaƟonal  
leaders  can  successfully  implement  dual  
language  programs:  achieving  the  intended  
results  of  dual  language  programs  and  
addressing  the  concerns  raised  by  some  
scholars. 
EducaƟonal  Leadership  and  Dual  Language  
Programs 
Although  the  accumulaƟng  scholarship  is  
consistent  with  the  growing  number  of  dual  
language  programs,  there  is  a  lack  of  aƩenƟon  
in  the  research  to  the  role  of  school  leaders  in  
the  implementaƟon  of  dual  language  
programs.  The  paucity  of  informaƟon  on  dual  
language  programs  aimed  speciﬁcally  at  
school  leaders  is  problemaƟc  because  school  
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leaders  are  the  primary  agents  for  school  
improvement  and  fostering  organizaƟonal  
growth  by  having  a  clear  mission,  seƫng  
direcƟons,  providing  professional  
development,  and  restructuring  and  managing  
the  instrucƟonal  program.  Yet,  most  leaders  
ﬁnd  themselves  unprepared  to  meet  the  
needs  of  the  growing  sector  of  ELs.  The  lack  of  
aƩenƟon  to  the  demographic  shiŌ  in  the  
curriculum  that  prepares  school  leaders  
conƟnues  to  be  idenƟﬁed  as  one  of  the  
reasons  leaders  face  challenges  in  providing  
equitable  and  high  quality  educaƟon  for  ELs.  
The  absence  this  curriculum  contributes  to  the  
challenges  faced  by  educaƟonal  leaders  in  
dual  language  schools.   
Nevertheless,  school  leaders  are  charged  with  
culƟvaƟng  language  proﬁciency  for  all  
students.  As  such,  they  should  be  
knowledgeable  about  why  dual  language  
programs  are  eﬀecƟve  and  school  leaders  
must  also  know  how  to  successfully  
implement  these  programs—parƟcularly  in  
Pre-K  through  grade  3,  which  serve  as  
foundaƟonal  years  for  the  culƟvaƟon  of  
bilingualism  and  biliteracy. 
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Successful  Leadership  for  Dual  Language:  
CriƟcal  Aspects 
CriƟcal  aspects  that  led  to  the  success  and  
sustainability  of  a  dual  language  program  
include: 
i knowledgeable  leadership  and  a  
commitment  to  dual  language;   
i idenƟfying  and  allocaƟng  resources;  
i and  building  capacity. 
Commitment  to  and  Knowledge  about  Dual  
Language  Programs 
School  leaders  need  knowledge  across  three  
areas:   
i culƟvaƟng  language  proﬁciency; 
i   ensuring  access  to  high  quality  teaching  
and  learning;   
i and  promoƟng  sociocultural  integraƟon.   
This  knowledge  should  be  incorporated  into  
the  leadership  curriculum  to  meet  the  needs  
of  ELs. 
CulƟvaƟng  language  proﬁciency 
School  leaders  must  have  an  understanding  of  
the  diﬀerent  factors  that  must  be  considered  
in  dual  language  programs  such  as  the  
demographic  proﬁle  of  the  student  
populaƟon,  students’  backgrounds,  and  the  
vision  and  mission  of  the  school  community.  
Despite  any  constraints  caused  by  localized  
poliƟcal,  social,  and  economic  forces,  school  
leaders  must  also  be  clear  about  the  most  
educaƟonally  sound  model  and  make  
decisions  based  on  research,  opƟmally  
approaching  language  proﬁciency  broadly  by  
promoƟng  bilingualism. 
Ensuring  access  to  high  quality  teaching  and  
learning   
It  is  not  only  school  leaders,  but  also  a  vast  
majority  of  teachers—over  70percent—who  
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lack  the  training  to  be  eﬀecƟve  with  ELs.  
Discrete  requirements  in  state’s  teacher  
educaƟon  programs  lack  training  in  English  as  
a  Second  Language  and  English  Language  
Development.  The  lack  of  knowledge  about  
teaching  English  learners  in  preparaƟon  
programs  has  a  marked  eﬀect  on  ELs’  
achievement.  Therefore,  all  teachers  must  
have: 
i knowledge  about  ﬁrst  and  second  
language  development;   
i knowledge  of  how  a  students’  language  
proﬁciency  inﬂuences  scores  that  would  
otherwise  reﬂect  students’  understanding  
of  content;   
i and  knowledge  of  accommodaƟons  to  use  
that  miƟgates  the  degree  to  which  
proﬁciency  is  reﬂected  in  content  area  
assessment  scores.   
To  be  eﬀecƟve  in  supporƟng  teachers  in  dual  
language  seƫngs,  school  leaders  must  possess  
knowledge  about  language  development  and  
formaƟve  assessment.   
Although  school  leaders  observe  teachers’  
pracƟce  to  gauge  the  extent  to  which  they  are  
supporƟng  students’  academic  growth,  
teachers  need  tools  to  gauge  students’  needs  
in  classroom  contexts  and  make  instrucƟonal  
decisions  in  response  to  these  needs.  Despite  
the  importance  of  knowing  where  students’  
weaknesses  are  there  is  a  paucity  of  training  
provided  to  preservice  teachers  on  formaƟve  
assessments  that  can  have  a  parƟcularly  
negaƟve  impact  for  ELs.  This  knowledge  is  not  
Page  3 
only  absent  from  most  teacher  preparaƟon  
programs,  but  also  those  focused  on  the  
development  of  school  leaders.  Given  school  
leaders’  role  in  idenƟfying  needed  resources  
for  teachers,  knowledge  of  formaƟve  
assessment—parƟcularly  in  Pre-K  through  
grade  3—is  salient. 
PromoƟng  sociocultural  integraƟon   
Another  reason  dual  language  programs  are  
considered  the  soluƟon  to  tradiƟonal  methods  
of  providing  equitable  learning  opportuniƟes  
to  ELs  is  because  they  are  viewed  as  assets  to  
their  peers  and  nurture  a  sense  of  belonging.  
School  leaders  who  are  aware  of  the  academic  
and  social  beneﬁts  of  dual  language,  as  well  as  
the  knowledge  teachers  must  possess  to  be  
successful  in  these  programs,  are  able  to  
commit  to  these  programs.  To  ensure  their  
conƟnued  success,  however,  school  leaders  
understand  how  to  allocate  the  necessary  
resources  and  build  capacity. 
AllocaƟng  Resources  and  Building  Capacity:  
School  leaders  are  instrumental  in  promoƟng  
a  shared  vision  and  creaƟng  structures  within  
a  school  to  support  the  vision.  These  eﬀorts  
are  most  successful  when  leaders  distribute  
the  roles  among  individuals  and  foster  
teachers  professional  growth  on  the  
curriculum,  instrucƟon,  and  assessment  of  
students.   
With  regard  to  allocaƟng  resources  and  
building  capacity  for  schools  transiƟoning  to  
dual  language  programs,  educaƟonal  leaders  
can  ensure: 
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i Seƫngs  are  organized  to  promote  
bilingualism  and  biliteracy; 
i FormaƟve  evaluaƟon  on  early  biliteracy  
provides  teachers  valuable  informaƟon  to  
monitor  student  progress  in  early  
biliteracy  skills  and  then  to  adjust  
instrucƟonal  pracƟces  that  will  lead  to  
improvements  in  students’  biliteracy  
outcomes;  and 
i Teachers  and  school  leaders  are  supported  
in  their  endeavor  to  learn  how  to  use  
formaƟve  assessment  within  communiƟes  
of  pracƟce. 
CommuniƟes  of  pracƟce  can  ensure  that,  
through  mutual  engagement,  teachers  and  
school  leaders  pursue  dual  language  
collecƟvely  while  building  capacity  within  the  
school  and  community.   
Example  of  Dual  Language  CommuniƟes  of  
PracƟce  (COP) 
School  leaders  and  Pre-K  and  kindergarten  
teachers  from  a  group  of  schools  parƟcipated  
in  training  to  support  the  transiƟon  to  dual  
language.  To  gain  the  prerequisite  knowledge,  
over  the  course  of  a  spring  and  summer,  
parƟcipaƟng  teachers  and  school  leaders  took  
part  in:  (a)  book  discussions  on  linguisƟcally  
responsive  teaching;  (b)  webinars  on  these  
texts;  (c)  and  two  face-to-face  professional  
development  sessions:  an  iniƟal  ½  day  
workshop  and  an  extensive  3  ½  day  academy.  
The  ½  day  workshop  provided  a  basic  
overview  of  dual  language  programs.  The  
academy  served  as  an  intensive  retreat  during  
which  teams  from  each  school  parƟcipated  in  
workshops  on  curriculum  and  instrucƟon,  
assessment  and  organizaƟonal  development.  
During  the  following  academic  year,  
professional  development  acƟviƟes  conƟnued  
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within  a  series  of  webinars  on  the  use  of  
formaƟve  assessments  in  the  area  of  early  
biliteracy. 
Within  each  school  an  “ImplementaƟon  Team”  
COP  formed.  At  a  minimum,  this  team  
included  several  teachers,  one  to  two  
administrators,  and  an  outside-mentor  with  
experƟse  in  dual  language  schools.  Some  COPs  
also  included  parent  representaƟves  from  the  
various  cultural  and  linguisƟc  backgrounds.  
These  COPs  developed  a  shared  repertoire  to  
accomplish  the  goal  of  transforming  their  
school  to  dual  language  through  reading  
foundaƟonal  books  on  dual  language,  
parƟcipaƟng  in  the  3  ½  day  academy  and  
parƟcipaƟng  in  ongoing  professional  
development  webinars.  These  individuals  had  
diﬀerent  roles  in  the  transformaƟon  and  relied  
on  one  another  for  support  and  guidance.  
School  leaders  idenƟﬁed  areas  that  need  
support,  championing  and  resourcing  the  work  
to  support  teachers,  while  not  usually  bringing  
direct  experƟse. 
Conclusion 
The  paucity  of  evidence  focused  on  the  role  of  
educaƟonal  leaders  in  the  successful  
implementaƟon  of  dual  language  programs,  
parƟcularly  in  grades  Pre-K  through  3,  is  in  
part  aƩributable  to  the  absence  of  this  focus  
in  the  educaƟonal  leadership  curriculum.  As  
such,  it  is  clear  that  the  research  evidence  
favoring  dual  language  programs  that  is  
available  must  be  disseminated  among  
educaƟonal  leaders  through  their  training  and  
professional  development.  Speciﬁcally,  the  
curriculum  for  educaƟonal  leaders  must  
incorporate  knowledge  about  culƟvaƟng  
language  proﬁciency,  ensuring  access  to  high  
quality  teaching  and  learning,  and  promoƟng  
sociocultural  integraƟon  for  ELs. 
Research  on  the  kind  of  knowledge  teachers  
must  have  to  be  successful,  parƟcularly  with  
ELs,  must  also  be  disseminated  among  school  
leaders  because  of  the  role  they  play  in  
idenƟfying  areas  in  need  of  professional  
development.  Whereas  a  large  body  of  
research  that  can  be  incorporated  into  the  
educaƟonal  leadership  curriculum  exists  in  
terms  of  what  dual  language  programs  are  and  
their  eﬀecƟveness  in  fostering  bilingualism  
and  biliteracy,  other  aspects  of  research  are  
sparse.  The  focus  of  leaders  in  implemenƟng  
dual  language,  parƟcularly  in  foundaƟonal  
early  grades,  is  missing.  Accordingly,  future  
research  focused  on  the  ways  educaƟonal  
leaders  can  successfully  implement  dual  
language  programs,  considering  the  parƟcular  
needs  of  Pre-K  to  grade  3,  is  needed  to  inform  
the  ﬁeld. 
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Policy  Advances  &  Levers  Related  to  
DLLs  in  PreK-3rd  Grade 
T he  ﬁeld  of  early  childhood  educaƟon  is  amassing  a  
body  of  science  to  inform  policy  and  pracƟce  
for  preschool  through  3rd  grade  children  who  
are  learning  two  languages  or  dual  language  
learners  (DLL).  However,  there  are  sƟll  many  
gaps  in  the  informaƟon  base  which  seriously  
impairs  stakeholders  from  making  science-
based  decisions.  Thus,  using  the  informaƟon  
being  generated  in  the  current  policy  context  
requires  going  beyond  current  scienƟﬁc  
foundaƟons  to  analyzing  promising  
approaches  and  pracƟces.     
Three  major  categories  of  policy  are  
considered  most  signiﬁcant  for  DLLs  and  are  
addressed  here:  1)  access  to  preschool  
through  3rd  grade  (P-3)  services,  2)  quality  of  
those  services,  including  staﬀ  qualiﬁcaƟons,  
and  3)  standards  and  assessment.  Each  of  
these  areas  is  clearly  mulƟfaceted  and  they  
are  interconnected  and  overlapping. 
The  P-3  Landscape:  Access  to  Services  for  
DLLs 
Early  childhood  care  and  educaƟon  is  a  
complex  and  varied  jigsaw  puzzle  of  funding  
streams,  state  and  local  policies,  and  program  
standards.  Policies  and  pracƟces  for  young  
DLLs  is  no  excepƟon  to  this,  and,  partly  as  a  
ACCESS
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result  of  this  disparate  mixture,  there  are  
many  holes  in  our  knowledge  base.    In  this  
secƟon,  we  review  what  we  do  know  about  
access  and  parƟcipaƟon  rates  that  may  inform  
policy  development  and  that  may  have  a  
direct  or  indirect  eﬀect  on  access  to  and  
parƟcipaƟon  in  educaƟonal  services  for  young  
DLLs.   
Since  2002,  the  NaƟonal  InsƟtute  for  Early  
EducaƟon  Research  (NIEER)  has  collected  
informaƟon  on  state-funded  preschool  
program  policies.  In  recent  years,  they  have  
added  what  informaƟon  the  states  could  
provide  on  service  to  DLLs.  Of  the  53  state-
funded  preschool  programs  in  40  states  and  
Washington,  DC,  only  22  collect  data  on  the  
number  of  dual  language  learners  served.    
Unfortunately,  many  of  the  states  that  are  
lacking  this  informaƟon  have  a  large  
percentage  of  parents  with  low  English  
proﬁciency;  for  example,  California,  Arizona,  
Colorado,  Florida,  New  Jersey,  New  York,  New  
Mexico,  and  Oklahoma  are  among  the  states  
that  at  the  Ɵme  of  the  2013  Yearbook  did  not  
collect  informaƟon  on  home  language  of  
parƟcipaƟng  children.  Thus,  doing  an  analysis  
of  access  and  aƩendance  in  state  pre-k  for  
DLLs  is  not  possible. 
The  Oﬃce  of  Head  Start  Program  InformaƟon  
Report  (PIR,  2014)  reports  on  ethnicity  and  
home  language  of  children  served.  In  the  
most  recent  report  for  2013-2014,  36percent  
of  the  children  served  in  Head  Start  and  
99percent  of  the  children  served  in  Migrant  
Head  Start  are  idenƟﬁed  as  being  Hispanic/
LaƟno  in  ethnicity.  Spanish  as  a  primary  
language  is  reported  for  23percent  of  Head  
Start  enrollees  contrasted  with  84percent  
English  home  language.  The  majority  of  
Migrant  Head  Start  parƟcipants  speak  
Spanish.  Home  languages  other  than  English  
or  Spanish  amount  to  the  remaining  ﬁve  
percent  with  no  single  language  over  one  
percent  of  the  populaƟon  served. 
Recent  analyses  of  naƟonal  data  on  access  
and  parƟcipaƟon  in  early  childhood  center-
based  programs  more  broadly,  including  
publicly  supported  child  care  and  other  
private  providers,  reveal  that  LaƟno  three  
and  four  year  olds  are  less  likely  to  parƟcipate  
in  center-based  programs  than  any  other  
ethnic  group.  There  has  been  many  
hypotheses  about  why  Hispanic  and  Spanish-
language  dominant  children  in  parƟcular  are  
less  likely  to  enroll  in  preschool  programs.  It  
seems  likely  that  lack  of  access  to  quality  
programs  is  as  important  as  factors  such  as  
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income,  parental  educaƟon,  and  other  family  
characterisƟcs.   
Given  the  near  universal  nature  of  
kindergarten  and  the  fact  that  compulsory  
schooling  begins  at  age  six,  access  to  school  in  
K-3  grades  for  DLLs  is  not  typically  a  maƩer  of  
availability,  rather  it  is  an  issue  of  whether  the  
services  to  which  they  have  access  are  
appropriate.  This  issue  has  been  idenƟﬁed  by  
many  and  very  carefully  described  in  a  recent  
publicaƟon  of  the  New  America  FoundaƟon.    
As  with  many  pracƟces,  idenƟﬁcaƟon  for  
placement  in  program  opƟons  varies  not  only  
from  state  to  state  but  from  district  to  district.  
In  some  cases,  even  when  the  idenƟﬁcaƟon  
methods  are  the  same,  the  services  available  
to  children  with  the  same  proﬁles  will  vary  
among  the  schools  within  the  district.  Thus,  
although  K-3  DLLs  almost  all  have  access  to  
schooling,  what  they  experience  in  terms  of  
support  for  English  acquisiƟon,  content  
learning  and  improvement  in  home  language  
is  inconsistent.  These  common  pracƟces  in  
idenƟﬁcaƟon  and  program  opƟons  are  
predominantly  not  research-based  and  are  
parƟcularly  damaging  to  students  who  
experience  transience  and  therefore  are  
directly  aﬀected  by  the  inconsistency. 
Quality  of  Services  to  the  P-3  DLL  PopulaƟon 
It  is  clear  that  there  are  cogniƟve  and  social  
beneﬁts  for  children  who  aƩend  high  quality  
preschool  and  growing  evidence  indicates  that  
DLLs  beneﬁt  more  than  others  from  eﬀecƟve  
preschool  educaƟon.      Factors  inﬂuencing  
eﬀecƟveness  of  early  educaƟon  include  class  
size,  intensity  and  duraƟon  of  the  
intervenƟon,  teacher  qualiﬁcaƟons  and  
interacƟons,  curriculum  and  ﬁdelity  of  
implementaƟon,  parental  engagement  and  
educaƟonal  leadership.    Contrary  to  earlier  
ﬁndings,  recent  analyses  of  naƟonal  data  show  
that  the  quality  of  preschool  classrooms  that  
DLLs  aƩend  does  not  diﬀer  from  those  
aƩended  by  English  only  children.  The  
educaƟonal  circumstances  once  children  
enroll  in  kindergarten  change  and  are  similar  
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to  educaƟonal  seƫngs  for  other  children  with  low  family  income  
which  are  characterized  by  low  state  proﬁciency  scores.    It  is  
reasonable  to  assume  that  quality  factors  are  likely  more  important  
for  DLLs  given  the  task  of  learning  a  second  language  compounded  
with  potenƟal  cultural  diﬀerences  and  family  characterisƟcs  that  are  
associated  with  lower  achievement. 
The  State  Preschool  Yearbook  reports  on  a  number  of  state  policies  
regarding  quality  of  services  for  DLLs  in  state-funded  pre-k.    Of  the  53  
state-funded  programs,  19  have  no  regulaƟons  speciﬁc  to  services  for  
DLLs  which  at  the  least  means  that  dual  language  of  instrucƟon  is  not  
prohibited  but  state  guidance  is  also  missing  that  might  directly  
support  speciﬁc  services.  The  majority  of  state  programs  expressly  
support/allow  bilingual  instrucƟon  and  19  allow  monolingual  home  
language  instrucƟon.  No  state  policies  require  English-only  
instrucƟon.  State  policies  for  20  of  the  programs  require  that  a  home  
language  survey  be  administered  but  only  14  programs  have  policies  
that  require  that  programs  develop  a  systemaƟc,  wriƩen  plan  for  how  
they  will  serve  DLLs.  Twenty-one  programs  require  that  informaƟon  to  
parents  be  available  in  the  home  language  and  17  require  that  
bilingual  staﬀ  be  provided  if  children’s  home  language  is  not  English. 
Teacher  QualiﬁcaƟons 
Regardless  of  other  quality  factors,  access  to  teachers  who  speak  the  
home  language  and  to  programs  with  dual  language  of  instrucƟon  is  
sporadic.  There  is  clearly  a  shortage  of  teachers  who  speak  the  home  
language  of  the  students  and  teachers  are  rarely  prepared  with  
strategies  to  support  dual  language  acquisiƟon.    The  recent  decision  by  
the  Illinois  State  Board  of  EducaƟon  to  delay  the  requirement  for  
preschool  teachers  of  DLLs  to  hold  a  bilingual  or  ESL  endorsement  was  
based  on  school  district  reports  that  they  could  not  ﬁnd  teachers  that  
met  the  requirement.    Only  about  15  percent  of  early  childhood  
teachers  in  public  preschool  programs  report  speaking  Spanish,  while  
78  percent  report  speaking  English  only.  The  most  recent  PIR  indicates  
that  of  the  total  teaching  staﬀ  (lead  and  assistant  teachers)  in  Head  
Start,  27percent  are  bilingual  with  24percent  speaking  Spanish  and  in  
Migrant  Head  Start  virtually  all  of  the  teachers  are  bilingual.    Twenty-
ﬁve  percent  of  elementary  schools  report  a  shortage  of  qualiﬁed  
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foreign  language  teachers.  Unfortunately,  
the  data  on  teacher  qualiﬁcaƟons  are  not  
reported  by  percentage  of  DLL  children  
served  so  it  is  not  possible  to  know  how  
many  DLL  children  are  in  classrooms  with  a  
teacher  who  speaks  their  home  language  
or  whether  a  dual  language  approach  is  
being  provided. 
DLLs,  Their  Families  and  School  
Engagement   
The  importance  of  parental  engagement  
with  schools  is  not  unique  to  DLL  
populaƟons.  However,  the  convergence  of  
several  factors  common  to  many  Hispanic  
families  are  worthy  of  special  aƩenƟon  as  
they  relate  closely  to  the  later  
achievement.  These  factors  include  low  
levels  of  educaƟonal  aƩainment,  low  levels  
of  English  proﬁciency,  low  paying  and  
inconsistent  employment,  and  poverty.  
Hispanic  families  also  have  characterisƟcs  
which  can  be  used  as  powerful  resources  such  
as  strong  “familialism”  and  high  incidence  of  
two-parent  or  extended  family  situaƟons.  SƟll,  
studies  have  found  that  for  language  minority  
parents,  negaƟve  eﬀects  of  a  lack  of  parental  
engagement  persist  through  the  end  of  
kindergarten  and  that  when  DLLs  have  the  
beneﬁt  of  parental  engagement  in  their  
educaƟon,  they  fare  beƩer.   
Parental  engagement  can  be  hampered  by  
speciﬁc  “determinants”:    parents’  beliefs  
regarding  the  support  roles  they  have  in  their  
children’s  educaƟon,  the  extent  to  which  they  
believe  that  they  possess  the  knowledge  and  
tools  they  need  as  educators  and  third  is  their  
percepƟons  of  schools  willingness  to  have  
them  parƟcipate.    Hispanic  immigrant  groups  
score  lowest  on  measures  of  both  school  and  
home  involvement.  Barriers  include  low  
English  proﬁciency  and  funcƟonal  literacy,  a  
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lack  of  public  funding  to  support  language  
acquisiƟon,  cultural  access  or  other  immigrant  
family  speciﬁc  needs,  a  lack  of  alignment  
between  eﬀorts  in  ECE  and  K-12  leading  to  
parent  alienaƟon  aŌer  preschool,  and  
variability  in  aƫtudes  towards  immigrants  
across  communiƟes  and  districts.   
Landscape  of  Standards  and  Assessment  for  
DLLs  in  P-3 
Perhaps  the  biggest  push  towards  an  agenda  
of  well-aligned  and  beneﬁcial  experiences  for  
DLLs  is  the  existence  of  an  infrastructure  that  
uniformly  guides  best  pracƟces  and  
accountability.    Levers  here  include  well  
developed  standards  and  assessment  
pracƟces  that  adequately  and  validly  
measure  progress  and  inform  pracƟce.  In  
addiƟon  a  compilaƟon  of  informaƟon  that  
also  encompasses  both  policy  and  relevant  
resources  could  be  helpful  for  systemic  
decision  making.  What  currently  exists  
however  is  a  set  of  well-intenƟoned,  but  
disjointed  policies,  each  regulaƟng  diﬀerent  
aspects  of  the  landscape  with  liƩle  guidance  
on  delivery  for  states. 
Standards  pertaining  to  general  academic  
progress  for  young  DLLs  fall  into  three  major  
separate  categories.    These  include  
individually  developed  state  early  learning  
standards,  the  Common  Core  State  Standards  
(CCSS),  and  for  Head  Start,  the  Child  
Development  and  Early  Learning  Standards.  
The  NaƟonal  Center  on  Cultural  and  LinguisƟc  
Responsiveness  (NCCLR)  analyzed  how  state  
preschool  standards  address  DLLs  and  found  
that  only  three  states  (CA,  KY,  and  MA)  have  
guidelines  speciﬁcally  for  DLLs,  nine  states  
have  secƟons  for  addressing  DLLs  within  their  
guidelines  and  8  states  at  least  menƟon  DLLs  
in  the  Language  and  Literacy  areas  of  their  
guidelines.    The  Common  Core  State  Standards  
(CCSS),  which  are  now  adopted  by  43  states  
excludes  any  speciﬁc  standards  for  DLLs  and  
instead  includes  guidelines  for  applying  the  
standards  to  DLLs  that  basically  describes  DLLs  
as  a  heterogeneous  group  who  should  receive  
individualized  “diagnosis”  and  instrucƟon.    
They  advise  teachers  to  recognize  that  it  is  
possible  to  achieve  the  standards  for  reading  
and  literature,  wriƟng  and  research,  language  
development,  and  speaking  and  listening  
without  manifesƟng  naƟve-like  control  of  
convenƟons  and  vocabulary. 
Another  set  of  standards  are  those  mandated  
by  Title  III  for  idenƟﬁcaƟon  and  intervenƟon  
for  English  proﬁciency.  Lack  of  cohesive  
standards  for  assessment  of  English  
proﬁciency  is  compounded  by  incoherent  and  
at  Ɵmes,  ineﬀecƟve  reclassiﬁcaƟon  
assessments  to  determine  accurately  who  
DLLs  are,  and  when  they  are  ready  to  exit  
support  programs.  Federal  policy  dictates  
Page  4 
through  Title  III  that  states  develop  or  adopt  
English  language  proﬁciency  standards  and  
that  an  annual  test  of  English  proﬁciency  be  
administered.  As  part  of  its  accountability  
provisions  the  updated  ESEA  requires  that  
states  deﬁne  criteria  about  progress  in  English,  
create  English  proﬁciency  standards  for  
performance  and  set  annually  increasing  
performance  targets  for  the  populaƟon  of  
DLLs  meeƟng  the  criteria.  The  US  Department  
of  EducaƟon  released  the  NaƟonal  EvaluaƟon  
of  Title  III  ImplementaƟon  Supplemental  
Report:  Exploring  Approaches  to  Seƫng  
English  Language  Proﬁciency  Performance  
Criteria  and  Monitoring  English  Learner  
Progress  in  2012  as  means  of  support  to  state  
policy-makers  in  their  eﬀorts  to  generate  
empirically-based  standards  and  assessments  
to  meet  the  Title  III  requirements.  In  large  
part,  the  release  of  this  report  acknowledges  a  
gap  between  the  goals  of  the  legislaƟon  and  
states’  capacity  to  adequately  meet  its  
provisions.   
The  World  Class  InstrucƟonal  Design  and  
Assessment  (WIDA)  consorƟum  has  begun  to  
disentangle  this  problem  by  outlining  
standards,  performance  deﬁniƟons,  
guiding  principles  for  grades  K-12,  with  
preK  standards  soon  to  come.  Though  the  
WIDA  website  reports  that  36  states  are  
currently  members,  it  remains  largely  
unclear  how  states  are  incorporaƟng  the  
resources  created  by  the  consorƟum.  
New  Jersey,  for  example,  uƟlizes  the  2012  
AmpliﬁcaƟon  of  the  English  Language  
Development  Standards,  Kindergarten-
Grade  12  as  its  mandatory  code  in  
districts  receiving  Title  III  funds.  For  
purposes  of  idenƟﬁcaƟon,  New  Jersey  
allows  all  districts  to  select  proﬁciency  
tests  from  an  approved  list,  which  may  or  
not  mean  that  districts  select  the  WIDA  
developed  entry  tests  to  idenƟfy  DLL  
children  in  need  of  support  services.  
Further,  in  non-Title  III  funded  districts,  
though  the  WIDA  2012  AmpliﬁcaƟon  
standards  are  mandatory,  exit  
assessments  are  the  choice  of  the  districts  
from  an  approved  list. 
PotenƟal  Policy  Levers  to  Enhance  Access  and  
Quality  in  P-3  EducaƟon  for  DLLs 
Based  on  our  review  of  current  policies  and  
pracƟces  and  our  own  experience  as  
researcher,  policy-maker,  and  pracƟƟoner,  we  
developed  recommendaƟons  for  improving  
parƟcipaƟon  and  quality  in  early  educaƟon  P-3  
for  young  DLLs  at  the  naƟonal/federal,  state  
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and  local  program  level.  We  recommend  one  
major  lever  from  which  many  other  levers  
follow.  We  also  include  smaller  scale  but  never
-the-less  possibly  inﬂuenƟal  endeavors.    In  
some  cases,  we  note  where  further  research  is  
needed  or  where  the  recommendaƟon  itself  
should  be  evaluated  if  implemented.  However,  
most  of  the  naƟonal  and  federal  
recommendaƟons  are  actually  enacted  or  
aimed  at  state  and  local  policies  and  pracƟces  
although  the  scope  is  naƟonal. 
One  major  iniƟaƟve  that  would  link  to  a  
number  of  other  strategies  is  to  sponsor  an  
intensive  expert  working  group  or  council  to  
develop  Standards  of  Best  PracƟce  for  Young  
Dual  Language  Learners  modeled  aŌer  other  
related  successful  naƟonal  iniƟaƟves:  1)  the  
NaƟonal  AssociaƟon  for  the  EducaƟon  of  
Young  Children’s  Developmentally  
Appropriate  PracƟces,  2)  NAEYC  Early  
Childhood  Program  Standards  and  
AccreditaƟon  Criteria  &  Guidance  for  
Assessment,  3)  Division  of  Early  Childhood  of  
the  Council  for  ExcepƟonal  Children’s  
Recommended  PracƟces,  and,    4)  the  NaƟonal  
Council  for  the  AccreditaƟon  of  Teacher  
EducaƟon’s  (NCATE)  Professional  Standards  
for  the  AccreditaƟon  of  Teacher  PreparaƟon  
InsƟtuƟons.    The  research  base  is  strong  
enough  now  to  come  to  consensus  on  best  
pracƟces  for  DLLs  at  the  program  and  
classroom  level  as  well  as  for  teacher  
preparaƟon.  In  addiƟon,  this  expert  group  
could  develop  a  common  deﬁniƟon  of  DLL  and  
of  “highly  qualiﬁed  teacher”  for  DLLs.  
Developing  and  publishing  these  best  pracƟces  
can  lead  the  ﬁeld  to  improve  as  it  has  for  the  
standards  menƟoned  above.  Obviously,  as  
research  leads  to  beƩer  understanding  of  
eﬀecƟve  pracƟces  the  standards  would  need  
to  be  revised.   
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The  Standards  of  Best  PracƟce  
for  Young  Dual  Language  
Learners  could  then  form  the  
basis  for  designing  and  
evaluaƟng  a  number  of  program  
and  policy  improvements  such  as  
the  following: 
An  annual  report  on  state  
policies  to  support  best  pracƟces  
for  DLLs  similar  to  the  NIEER  
Yearbook  which  would  highlight  
whether  states  are  adopƟng  
eﬀecƟve  policies.  Developing  the  
standards  for  the  annual  report  
should  be  a  second  charge  to  the  
expert  working  group  The  
federal  government  and  private  
foundaƟons  could  be  
encouraged  to  use  the  results  of  
the  annual  report  in  making  
diﬀerenƟated  funding  decisions  
by  giving  priority  to  high  scoring  
states  for  expansion  of  their  
programs  and  to  low  scoring  
states  to  enable  adopƟon  of  the  
policies.  The  Preschool  Yearbook  
(and  other  similar  eﬀorts  such  as  
the  Data  Quality  Campaign)  has  been  highly  
eﬀecƟve  at  informing  and  facilitaƟng  
improvements  in  state  policy-making.  The  
Young  DLL  Yearbook  might  include  policies  
such  as  the  following: 
¡ inclusion  of  teacher  preparaƟon  for  DLLs  
in  cerƟﬁcaƟon  requirements   
¡ adopƟon  of  the  CEDS  data  standards  and  
use  of  geo-mapping  or  other  methods  to  
ensure  access  to  DLLs 
¡ inclusion  of  home  language  as  an  eligibility  
criterion  for  state  pre-k  or  oﬀering  
universal  access 
¡ using  acceptable  methods  for  idenƟfying  
and  placing  DLLs  based  on  systemaƟc  and  
valid  assessment  of  home  language  and  
English  proﬁciency   
¡ implementaƟon  of  state-sponsored  
methods  to  improve  teacher  and  leader  
professional  development  regarding  best  
pracƟces  for  DLLs 
¡ program  evaluaƟon  and  monitoring  that  
includes  administraƟon  of  classroom  
assessments  of  teacher  supports  for  DLLs  
that  are  based  on  the  best  pracƟces  (see  
below) 
¡ inclusion  of  DLL  best  pracƟces  as  criteria  in  
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the  state  QRIS 
¡ speciﬁc  policy  guidance  aimed  to  increase  
dual  language  instrucƟon  in  P-3  
classrooms 
¡ requirement  that  programs  and  districts  
have  DLL  improvement  plans  and  have  
developed  conƟnuity  of  educaƟon  P-3 
¡ guidance  and  regulaƟons  that  support  
language  minority  parents’  engagement  in  
their  child’s  learning   
i Design  (or  adapt  an  exisƟng)  classroom  
assessment  tool  and  related  professional  
development  resources  (workshop  
modules,  video  exemplars,  teacher  self  
assessment  and  coaching  protocols)  based  
on  the  best  pracƟces  guidance.  Develop  
and  fund  an  eﬀort  similar  to  that  of  the  
Center  on  the  Social  and  EmoƟonal  
FoundaƟons  for  Early  Learning  (CSEFEL).  
CSEFEL  has  developed  resources  such  as  
those  listed  above  to  support  
implementaƟon  of  the  PosiƟve  Behavioral  
IntervenƟons  Supports  to  support  social  
emoƟonal  development  and  work  with  
children  with  challenging  behaviors.  One  
target  of  this  iniƟaƟve  should  be  early  
childhood  educaƟon  faculty. 
i Sponsor  a  working  group  of  the  NaƟonal  
AssociaƟon  of  Early  Childhood  Specialists  
in  State  Departments  of  EducaƟon  (NAECS
-SDE)  possibly  through  the  federally  
funded  Center  for  Enhancing  Early  
Learning  Outcomes  (CEELO)  to  advise  and  
be  informed  by  the  expert  group  on  best  
pracƟces.    NAECS-SDE  is  an  important  
player  in  state  and  federal  policy  for  P-3  
since  the  members  typically  work  in  
oﬃces  that  oversee  educaƟonal  policy  and  
pracƟce  for  this  enƟre  age  span.  In  our  
experience,  few  of  them  have  experƟse  in  
bilingual  educaƟon.    One  charge  to  the  
working  group  could  be  to  develop  a  
posiƟon  statement  on  serving  young  DLLs  
such  as  The  Power  of  Kindergarten:    10  
Policies  Leading  to  PosiƟve  Child  
Outcomes. 
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Conclusion 
W ith  the  increasing  numbers  of  DLLs  in  
ECE  seƫngs  it  is  essenƟal  that  researchers,  
pracƟƟoners,  and  policy  makers  conƟnue  to  
expand  knowledge  about  early  bilingual  
development  and  learning.  From  a  
developmental  perspecƟve,  research,  policy  
and  pracƟce  have  not  conformed  neatly  into  a  
cohesive  framework  that  can  be  of  beneﬁt  for  
beƩer  understanding  and  promoƟng  bilingual  
development  and  learning  in  early  childhood.   
The  Summit’s  intent  was  to  broaden  and  
deepen  the  view  of  competencies  to  include  
aspects  that  are  parƟcularly  of  interest  in  the  
service  of  all  DLLs.  To  that  end,  we  have  
idenƟﬁed  “what  we  know  about”  and  “what  
we  should  do”  through  an  expanded  
discussion  around  the  key  components  of  an  
emerging  agenda  that  idenƟﬁes  and  takes  into  
consideraƟon  key  elements/contexts  of  the  
DLL  experience.  This  emerging  agenda    is  
intended  to  help  us  beƩer  understand  the  
integrated  development  and  early  learning  
knowledge  base,  idenƟfy  gaps  in  knowledge,  
as  well  as  determine  factors  that  need  to  be  
taken  into  consideraƟon  when  designing,  
conducƟng,  and  implemenƟng  pracƟces  and  
related  policies  that  could  address  issues  of  
equity  in  the  early  educaƟon  of  DLLs. 
To  support  the  growing  DLL  populaƟon,  ECE  
teachers  must  be  prepared  with  the  addiƟonal  
qualiƟes,  knowledge,  and  skills  speciﬁc  to  
young  learners  developing  in  two  languages  
simultaneously.  The  curriculum,  instrucƟon,  
and  assessment  pracƟces  used  in  ECE  seƫngs  
should  be  those  that  have  been  proven  
essenƟal  for  the  success  of  bilingual  learners.    
Finally,  we  suggest  foundaƟons  must  promote  
new  development  and  research  endeavors  
that  move  away  from  comparison  models  and  
towards  eﬀorts  that  aim  to  understand  the  
speciﬁc  complexiƟes  and  uniqueness  of  the  
experience  of  DLLs. 
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